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Topic 1 

General Goals for Postsecondary Education 



1. The tollowing is a list ot sonu* gcMU^ral goals tor poslsc^c ondai \ rducation. Pk^ase indicate the relative 
iniportaru — i.e., the f)ri()ritv tor tfie [K)ar(i s atttMition — you would assign to e<:ch goal 

J - \/('(//i7/7) ifiiporLifU r ,it)(I pnontK 

(f \() i[i)f)i irtiUK «• jn{/ tf)t' \f)()ijUj ofii> it fu) priori! K 

As a matter ot pul)li( fM)li( \ f^ostsec ond.uN edu( ation in this state* should: 

Rating 

a.. f'rovi(ie spe( iti( intt^lUu iual and voc ational skills \vhi( h students can 

use to gtM a job. Q 

1). Do more to improve ac ( t*ss to higher education tor everv qualitied 

student regardk^ss ot rate, sex or economit status. [31 

i . Irv to nu^c^t as marv/ ot the so( laL cm onomit and c ultural nc^eds ot the* 
( ornmunitv as p()SsibU\ ' 

c1. Provide^ postsec ondarv edu( ation students with a general liberal education. Q 

i\ Provide t^duc ition as me. ns tor the econoni( and social advan( ment ot 

tnt* p(;or, minorities arid W(^nien. HH 

t. Bt* a leader if) so( iai ( hange and actively seek solutions to so( iety's 

urgcMil probk -lis. IHI 

g. Pr()du( e ( ontident. wtni-adjusted adults. [2] 

h. Expand the hori/oris ot studcMits and f-rn ourage tht*m to t^xfikue a varietv ot 

sul)jcv( ts. ( artHTs, id(Ms arid intert^sts CH 

I. Iru reasingly (Mnphasi/c» litcHong icMrnin-, mt luding adult ( ontinuing 

c*ci«j( ition programs. □ 

j. Be* rc^sponsive to tht* manpow'er needs ot th(* emplovnu^nt market. Q 

k. Provide^ more* ( oursi^s whi( h alloW' pet^ple to t»n|ov their leisure time. HH 

I. Continue o emphasize* univc*rsitv res(\U( ii in order to c^xpand sO( u»ty's tiody 

ot s\ slc^matic knowk^dgc*. CH 



m. (( )lfKT Ht>als) 



2. C^)mm(Mits on this topic . 



□ 
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Topic 2 

The Role of State Government in Educational Decisionmaking 

1. Ih.' lollowin^ IS .1 list ot areas ot vckn atiotia' polic vniaking in u hie h various state govcrnmctital agcnr ies, in 
addilKHi t(. thi' v<iu< ational institiitiotis, tiavo ( onie to play roles ot varviog iniportarx c. Please iiuiic ate h<nv 
,tr<,nii a role vou teel the institutions theniseU es and eac h agent v ot state government should plav in ea< h area 

i Vi a sfro"^' nilf 

J .\f<'(/((.f7) /i(/f < oin fim'ii ri)lv 

I Sfii.i// Mi/f. n'if)((ii((/ii (fu I )/v tviK'M? 

II \ii rnjc v\ h.lNi K'V <v 







Educational 


This 


G«)vornor's 








institutions 


board 


otfttt? 




a. 


1 M tliti(»s planning. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


h. 


C af)ilal oLil'ay^ (tacililit^s budgets). 


□ 


□ 


□ 


I — 1 

□ 




lotal .^ilot aijons tor operating budgets. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


(i. 


Composition ot operating budgets. 


□ 


1 — 1 

□ 


1 — 1 
□ 


1 — 1 
LJ 


V. 


Maintaining quality in edu( ational programs. 


□ 


1 — 1 


LI 


n 
1 1 


\ 


Ate reditation of educational programs. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 




[ i( t»nsure and authorization ot institutions to operate. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


h. 


The system ot tenure. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


i. 


Academic cc:)|iective bargaining. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


i- 


Personnel policies. 


□ 


□ 


n 


□ 


k. 


Curriculum planning. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


1. 


Ditrerenliation ot eac h institution's tunc tions. 


□ 


□ 


□ 




m 


. Innovations in instruction. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


n. 


Content of instrut tional courses. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


{). 


Administration o\ research. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


P 


Approval ot new degree programs. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


q 


Other 


n 


□ 


□ 


□ 



2. C omments on this topic 



Topic 3 

Board Relationships with State Administration and Legislature 



1. Iht' tollovNin^ .jrr venous jsf)(H ts ot tfu' working rt^UUionships hctwcH'n the hoard and the agcMK ics and 
ottK rrs ot the state govc^rnnicnt. IMeast' iruiu at(» voiir ()f)inlon on ea( h ol the pra( ti( es. Respond onlv to those 
\()Li tee) are af )f)r()fuiate. 

Prtsonl prac- Sirenglhon Reduce or 

tice adequate or initiate abandon 

a ( ofisLiltation v\ilfi af^f)ropriate stalt* oitu iais In the 
pref)jration ot studies and position [)a[iers tfiat 
rfu oive state* fujl)li( f)oli( \ . 

h. ("onsuhation v\ ith af)f)r()priatt» state* otiic iaIs on 

inaior ho^jrd d(»( isioris. □ □ □ 

( . C oninient trom state (/tti( lals at rncuMirigs ot 

h< Mrd atid Its ( oniniitttu^s. □ □ n 

(1. Intorinal ( onta( ts vvitfi state oltu lals. □ □ □ 

e. ( )tn(»r ( Ljrrent e onsultation f)ra( ti( rs or [)ra( li( es 
v\ fiK h sfioLjId l)e ( flanged : 

□ □ □ 



2, I he tollovxir^g art* f)er( ofHuMis ot tht*ktnd and quality ot Ihv ( urrent relationships which mav exist helvveen 
th(* hoar(i and th(» ottutTs and agencies ot the state govt-rnment. Please indicate the phrase vvhi( h hest 
( harac t(*ri/c*s the rtHatioriships ot eac h group with the hoard. 

Cooperation Only that cooper- Adversarial 







Genuine trust 


ba*. ed on 


ation wbicb is 


relationships 








and cooperation 


mutual interest 


legally required 


or hostility 


No contact 


a. 


VUMnh(»r^ ot \hc legislaturtv 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


b. 


I cgislativt* statts. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


■ □ 


□ 




I egislature's tis( a! ( oniniitttu^s. 


□ 


^ □ 


□ 


□ 




(i. 


I egislature s ( due at ton ( ttees. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


V. 


Ciov (*rnor s ottic i\ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 




t. 


( .o\ (Trior s tis( al agent v. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 




()th(»r state otti( lals or agent le-,: 
















□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


■ □ 



3. C ommcnts on this topic : 
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Topic 4 



Board "telationships with Educational Institutions 

1. Ihe tollowing are varic^us aspects ot the working relatit)nships between the board and the educational 
institutions. Please indicate your opinion on each ot the practices. Respond onlv to those vou led are 
appropriate*. 



a. consultation with administrators and rac ulty in the 
prt»f)aration ot studies and position papers which involve 
their interests. 

b. Partic ipation by institutional representatives at 
board and board committee meetings. 

c . Appointment ot panels or task forces ot tacultv or 
stucitmts tor major issues under consideration which 
dirtu tlv allec t their interests. 

d. A standing advisory committee of administrators 
(mav include faculty and students) to advise the 
board on appropriate matters. 

e. Iniormal c ontacts with educators. 



Presonl prai- Slrenplheri Reduce or 

tice adequate or initiato abandon 



□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ . □ □ 

□ □ □ 



2, The tollowing are perceptions ot the kind and quality ot the current relationships which exist between the 
bc^ardand the state's educational institutions. Please indie ate the phrase which you leel best characterizes the 
relationships ot each group with the board. 

Cooperation Only that cooper- Adversarial 
Genuine trust based on ation which is relationships 

and cooperation mutual interest legally required or hostility No contact 



a. Governing boards ot public higher 
educational institutic:)ns. 


□ 


n 


□ 


□ 


□ 


b. Governing boards of private higher 
educational institutions. 


□ ■ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


c. Administrators ot public institutions. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


d. Administrators ot private institutions. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


e. Proprietary sc hools. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


f. Faculty members or their 
organizatif^ns. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


g. Students or student organizations. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


h. Statc» agency tor elementary and 
secondary education. 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


i. Other groups or institutions: 














□ 


□ 


□ 




□ 


Comments on this topic : 













Topic 5 

Board Relationship with the Executive OCficer 



1. Is {Uv rok* cind autlTorils oi \hv \){n\r(.\\ < hi M vwi iMuc ottic «/r ( i(Mrlv 
(•stciblish(*(i an(j undrrstoc ;i l)v .ill prrsoiis with vvhor i he she Aotks — 
p.irtK ulcirK tin* fdut alion^l mslilLJlions, stale* .jtli( : .'v r^i\u 
nu*mb(*rs ot the boards' 

a. Is it in writlt'n lorm^' 

[). At the time the present utive was appointed, v\as th<»re ^uc h a 
stat(»me.it ot responsibilities and v\\kh la?K)ns;' 

2. Mas the l/oard adopted written pr(Kedurv-. or gji '. lines tor the process 
ot sele( ting its print ipal executive otticeris) 

a. l)o(»s the selection process provide tor meaningtui pa. tk ipati(;n by 
all board members, as well as by constituent grcujp' su^h a'- the 
educational institutions, the governor s ottice, :he \n :slati.rc? 

3. Has a procedure and schedule been established tor executive ovaluation 

a. Is it known and understood by all concerned? 

b. Has the executive had a voice in the formulation ot this procedure? 

4. Does the exe( utive otticer have the support and backing ot the board. ^ 
whc»n he she has to act independently — as in an appearance before a 
legislative committee or when dealing with a crisis situation? 

5. Do you feel that there is an overall climate ot mutual trust and 
suppi)rt in tlie board s relationship with i^s chief executive? 



6. C omment> on this topic: 



Topic 6 

Board Roles and Functions 



1. ( )t Ihr thrt»r ri.llournt; st.UfnuMits. uhu h ont' ( omrs ( losest to rrprcsrntin^ votjr vir\> point r^-;clrc^in^ tho 
tipf)ropruitr roU- ot tlit' 

..1. PrimciriK. this f)()c»r(i should hv .in drm ot the stdto ^ovl'^rmlM^t, ropn^sontmg the iiit(Trsts 

toll()v\tng the rdu- dtu ridl policies scM torth hv the governor and tiio logisLiture. □ 

[). I his bocud s prinMfA responsibilitv is to represcMit the intcrc^sts ot all postsoc ondar\ 

ifistitutions in ifu'ir rtHationships with the state* government. I — 1 

( . I his board should be an independent mediator between statc^ governnuMit and tlie 
postse( ontiarv institutions, making rec omniendations to r.n h and f)roviding 

a ( ounnunu ations and Interpretative link lietwec^n thefn. 1 — I 

2, iniluate the relative importance you v\ould give to various tunctions whith are— or perhaps sliould 
bt'- rfsf)oiisi[)ilities ot the board. 

i - HiLifilK i!nf)()r!.int .{(id .in jpproprtdlr rtvspons/b////v tor tfw fyo.ird 
J - A rcs/)ons//)////v < ft ^onn'wfhit /rsser imp(nt,\ni r 

(f ( )/ ui)i)i)rL\ny r nr tor whu h /h/s bojrd *>h()ijl(i /uve no rcsponsihditK 

a. Rv'view ot proposc^d nt»vv t^ducational programs. - Q 

b KeMC"W ot existing edu( ational prc^grams. D 
( . Planning educational programs to meet known manpower nc^eds. D 

d. F nc {>uragc*nu»nt ot innovative* t»duc ational projec ts. □ 

e. [)evelopm(*nt and coordination ot adult and c continuing education programs. 

t. State* administration ot tederal programs. d 

g. Review ()l opc^ratmg budgets. D 

h. Review ()t c apital outlav proposals {land, buildings, equipnu*nt). D 
I. Dc^velopmenl ot ettective tormulas tor budget requests and review. U 
I ()ev(*lopment or improvement of management intormation systems. 

k. Planning — both long-term and intermediate term. 

1. Institutional lic ensing and degree-granting approval. D 

m. Improving student acc ess to educational opportunities. C] 

n. Reviewing attirmativc* ac tion practices of institutions. U] 

o. Monitoring desegregation practices. D 

p. Communic ating the needs. ot postsec ondarv educ ation to the governor, the 

U^gislature and the public. — ' 

q. Fnc ouragirig iriterinstitutional cooperation. □ 

r. Other functions: ^ 

3. Comments on this topic : 
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Topic 7 

Board Organization and Staffing 



1. V\ ithin the [)tist two or llucc \cars has \hv [)()ar(l tormallv ri^vicwrd its 
pr()( ('(hir(»s, ( (>niniitt(H» [)ra( tu (»s anci [)ro( (^dural l)vL'\vs^ 

a. Will siK fi a r(»vi(»\\ )( ( ur soon^* 

2. ()o tilt* hoard s aji^tMuias and supporting (io( uriKMits [:)ri*vt»nt the* issut*^ 
pm ami ( !(\kK ^' 

3. f")()(»s th(» ag(»n(Ja r(M( h \ou sutlt( i(Mitlv in advanc ot (\h h nUHMirig^ 

4. Indi( .uo \niir of^inioris r(*gar(iing \hr boarci's c ()mmitt(H» struc turtv c htu kirng 
all thr a[)propriat(» statiMiKMits. 

a. Ific [)oard has no tormal or standing (ommittcH^s — and ntu^ds nontv 

li. llu^ i)oard lias no tormal or standirig ( omniitttu^s — but should hav(\ 

( . On th(» \\holc\ th(» pr(*st»nt comnmitH's ( "i( it»ntlv han(^le th(» d(»taifs 
ol th(* l)oard s work . 

d. lh(* board has too nianv ( onv7iitt(»es. 

I h(* ( ornniittiM* (J(»signations and )urisdi( tion^ ^fiouUi b(* r(»vi(*we(^ 
to divid(* th(* work more t^quitablv. 

t. Ih(* committe(*s do a goo(i \oh of analv/ini; problems <>nd issues, 

an(i scMuling rt^ports rt^ omrm ndalioris to the tull board tor its dc^cision. 

g. loo manv important ( ommittce rtn omnu^Tdalions ar(* m ( (*pted without 
a(i(*quat(* parti( ipation bv th(* tull board, 

h. ( )\hcr ( onim(»nts; 

5. I~>^o \hv l)oar(J meetings allow enough Ume tor thorough discussion ot all 
k(H issui^s^' 

a. Th(* metMings should bt* li^n'ger. 

b. Th(* metMjnj^s.ojr-e nT)W' too lengthy. 

_ .^^-^TKer(* should b(* mort* trt^quent meetings. 

6. Do policies or bylaws relatt^d to selection ot board and committc^e officers 
provide tor reasonable rotation ot leadership^ 



Yes No 



□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 



□ □ 

□ □ 

□ n 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ n 

□ □ 



□ □ 

□ n 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 
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Topic 7 t (^fihfuff'd 

7. ln(Ji( ate \(UJr opinions regarding the work ot the board's ( hiet exe( utive 
and the statt, ( Iuh king all the appropriate statements. 



a. 


On the whole, the (jualitv and tht' amount ot work performed bv 
the statt and tht» c hiet exec utive are satistac torv. 


□ 


□ 


b. 


A larger statt is necessary to accomplish the work expected ot it. 


□ 


□ 


( . 


1 he statt is too large. 


□ 


□ 


d. 


the statt piescmts too mu( h undigested mat(»rial U) the board. 


□ 


□ 


e. 


1 he statt seems to l)elieve that the l)oard sKould give "rul)ber stamp ' 
approval to statt recommendations. 


□ 


□ 


t. 


Hie statt has shc:)wn c reative and innovative leadership in exploring 
new ideas ond directions. 


□ 


□ 


If 


I he boarci is too involved in routine (statt) attairs and organizational (Jetalls. 


□ 


□ 


h. 


Ihe hoard is not involved enough in routine attairs and organizational details. 


□ 


□ 


i . 


Ihe statt deals with politic al issues whic h thev should stay out ot and refer to the board. 


□ 


□ 


) 


The boc.rd should institute a new procedure tor review and evaluation ot its 
c hiet exec utive and staff. 


□ 


□ 


k. 
t. 


The state personnel rules keep the t)oord from obtaining the kind 
ot statt people it needs. 

Other c oniments: 


□ 


□ 



8. Comments on this topic : 
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Topic 8 



Board Member Roles 

1. Mou do \i)u p(T( vw'V vour personal roU^ cn the boards Please ( het k al! the appropriate statements. 

a lo [)e a refuesentative oi the p<)[)ulati()n ^r()LJf) trom vvhi( h vou were presumahlv selec tecJ. []j 

b. [() i)e a refnesc-ntative ot a f)arti( ular ;^e()^''af)hi( al area. Q 

i . lo l)e an advo( ate ot the interests ot a partit ular se^mer^^ ot postsec (3ndarv 

ediK atiofv- cv^. , students, tac ultv, partic ulur instituti()n(s). Q 

d . lo [)e an advo( ate ot tfie interests ot the govt'rnor's ottic e or the state legislature. Q 

e. lo he a representative (^t the interests ot tfie state in providing the put^lic 

uith an ariec|uate and ette(tivt» postsec ondarv (educational svstem(s), Q 

t. [o he a uat( hdog ot \hc public trt»asury in an era ot rising ct^sts a\ government 

services a.id ifu reased budget requests. Q 

g. lo make ( cTtain that the l")()ard bases its dei^isions on sound ecluc atitMial pc^lic v 

and riot on politi( s. Q 

h. lo represent v{)ur own c onvic tioris and vicnvs rather than the intc»re<-ts (^t any group. Q 

i. To ht» a spc)kes[:)erson tor vcnjr own views, cJirec tly to the governor, the legislature 

or to individual legislators. \Z] 



j. Other: 
2, comments on this topic : 
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□ 



Topic 9 



Statewide Edutational Planning— Policies and Processes 



1. IndKOte vour opinions regarding the* board's past .ind prcseril pcrtormance 
responding \i< or no to tfic following (jut^stions, and li appropri.Uv, whether 
needs retinerncfit dnd ijf)dahr)g, or whether .1 new ()ra( ti( should initiated. 



a f ias tlie board adopted spec iti( poli( ies and long-range^ 
ob)(»( tives to guide the development ot postsec ondary 
edu( ation servic es ir the statc*^' 

h. Are the methods tor ac hieving each objective ( learly stated 
in a "master plan' or other public document^ 

( . Dot's the plan detine the unique role and sc ope ot services 
ottrred l)v (Mc h institutions 

d. Do you tee' tfiat the boartJ has sutticient authority or influence 
to sec* that the p\an is imf)lementt»d? 

Do vou tet^l that the objectives and plans are based on valid and 
realistic projections regarding the foreseeable tuture(' 

t. Is there provision tor periodic review and updating ol the 
plan to meiM new needs^ 

g. Do vou teel that the planning process adequately involves 
all sectors, including the private and proprietary institutions? 

h. Does the plan provide an effective means to eliminate 
unnecessary duplications of programs and services? 

i. Are the (objectives set forth in the plan and the methods of 
attaining them consistent with available or realistically 
projected fiscal resources? 

j. Are there established procedures by which the board receives 
' reports and evaluates actions taken to implement the plan? 

k. Do you feel that the long-range (five years plus) and the 
intermediate or short-range (one to three years) objectives 
01 the plan have the understanding oi: 

(1) The public higher education institutions? 

(2) The private higher education institutions? 

(3) The proprietary institutions? 

(4) The present membership of the board? 

(5) Most state fiscal and administrative officers? 

(6) The general public? 

(7) Other 



In statewide planning by 
vou teel tiuit the practice 



Needs Should 



Yes 




refinement 


1 niti3tc 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


1 — 1 

LJ 


I — 1 


n 


n 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


□ 


1 — I 
LJ 
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Do you feel that these groups are supporting these plans? Please circle the numbers under, question k 
which indicate those who are supporting the plans. 



Comments on this topic: 
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Topic 10 

Board Review of Institutional Budget Proposals 



1. PU'dse indicate the extiMit ot vour a^reenlent or disagreement with the tol owing statements. 

Stronglv Strongly 
agree Agree Neutral Disagree disagree 

a. !he board has established credii^ility in its 
tLinding recommendations with state authorities, 
the legislature and the public by reasonably t , javing 
educ ational program needs with the availabilitv 

ot f)ubli( funds to sL]ppc:)rt them. □ □ □ □ □ 

b. The board's budget review process is carried out 
with detailed reference to the state plan tor 
[)()stst'c onctarv education, i.e., the board's 
biidgel rec ommeridatioris are used to implement 
iind monitor institutional compliance with the 

state plan, □ □ □ □ □ 

c . At the time the board makes its decisions on 
budget reccjnunendations, it is given concise, 
accurate and understandable supporting intorma- 
tion, as well as "yardstick intormation " so 



that it can make meaningful comparisons 
witfi instifutions in other states. 


□ 


□ □ 


□ 


□ 


t he board, in its revicnv ot budgets, \s pcn cncd by others as tollc3Ws (check only the 


' appropriate spaces): 






By the educa* 
tional institutions 


By the govern- 
nor's office 


By the 
legislature 


a. a\s ci tair, imfxutial and objective review agency. 




□ 


□ 


□ 


b. As an advocate ot the interests ot the educational 




□ 


□ 


□ 


institutions. 




( . As an advocate ot the policies of the governor. 




□ 


□ 


□ 


d. As an advocate ot predominant opinions in the 
legislature. 




□ 


□ 


□ 


e. \s just an.:ther layer ot bureaucracy. 




□ 


□ 


□ 


t As a well-meaning but powerless agency. 




□ 


□ 


□ 


g. Other 




□ 


□ 


□ 
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Topic 10 ( ontifuji^ii 

3. Ihe major problems in the hnMiW revi(>w ul hudgcMs are as tollows (pUase chink all appropr.alt 
statem(»nts) : 

a. Ih(»r(' IS nt)i cMiough lime to consider budgc^l requests acleaualely. 

b. We have too small a statt to analy/c* budget requests adequately. 

c. fhe board lacks sutticuMit authority in the budget process. D 

d. The board receives too little reliable supporting, justification or baseline 

cJata to evaluate requests properly. LJ 

e. The* board lacks consensus, on budget recommc^ndations particularly, because of 

the st>gnuMital representation of its mt»mbers. L-J 

f. There are so many other layers of budgt^t review, hence the work of this board 

btM c)nies almost meaningless. ' — ' 



□ 

Yes No 



4. After the board h^-. prepared its budget recommendations should it 

actively defend tliem and seek their enactment? LI U 

a. Does the board, and particularly its executive officer, actually do this? □ D 

b. Should this activity be increased or strengthened? 



□ □ 



5. Comments on this topic. 
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Topic 11 

Board Review of Proposed New Educational Programs 



1. Induatc \<>ur opiniori rcgcuding f)()lH:vs nnci prd ti(('s whidi should guidt» \hc l^o.ird's review ot new 
edijt ational ()r()i^rcinis : 

Present policies Slr(»nger poHcies 
practices adequate practices needed 

a. Detifiition ot v\ h nev\ programs (c^. , (le^ree programs, 
(iepartmenttil majors, fninors or all ( oursesi will recjuire 
I )c )ard rev iev\ . 

h. [)evel()pnuMit of student eiirollmt»nl projec tions. HI] CJ 

( . f MdeiKe ot tfie efiiplov nient "niarket" tor persons trainee! in 

tills tield □ □ 

(1. Use ot (|ualitati\ t' ( riteria relatt^Ho pro^ranis. EJ IZ] 

e. Standards tor evaluating irinovative programs or deliverv 

svstenis. EJ n 

t. ! videru e ot e(lu( ational ancJ s()( letal nvvd tor the new program. Q Q 

g. Oileria tor sele( tuig the hf^st irislitulional location tor 
limited or sp(^ciali/ed programs. 

h. Analvses ot projec ted (osts ot [programs. 

I. Analvses ot similar or ideritical programs ottered at 
other puhli( and private institutu )ris. 



|. Recommendations ot other interested boards, committees 
or ( ommissions. 

k. Other 



□ □ 

□ □ 



2. In its relations with the educational uislilutions, the board's review ot new programs has been (c heck one) 
a. A (onstanl soLJrcc tor trictiofv 

I). An oc casional s()ur( e f)t fric tion. lU 
(. An intrequt^nt sourt ot trie tion. [I] 
d. Fr(*e ot any tru tiori. 
c. OthtT 

□ 



o 
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3. Indu Mv \nui of^inions .il)()ut tht' gc^nrr.il rWvi tiwnt'ss of tht' board s a( tlvlt^ on [)roj;r.tri rwK'u htM k as 
mafu aN a[)pr{ >pnattM . 

a It [ia^ l.iri;t'l\ f.rt'x ^^ntcd iifiiu'c t'ssar\ diiplit ation ot progran^s. D 

I) It has sa\i*(l tilt' stalt' niont^v, or divt^rtt'd moncv to niori' worthwhiU' [Kograms. [J 

c Its [)olu It's have l^ft'n too rfstru ti\ t' fncvt'ntt'd too nianv \% orthw fulc 

[programs trom i;t'tting starttni. ^-^ 

d. Its poh( \vs have beeMi too libfral—allowcd too manv marginal programs ^ct started. □ 

tv Its f)()lit les have, on tht> whole, rt^sulted in a ^ooci diversitv oi proj^rams 

a\ailahle throughout tlie statt'. ' — ' 



t. Its procedures tor p ogrim review have been too ( ur^ibersome and or too time-consuming, 
g. ( )thef 



□ 
□ 



4. the lorjg-run state policv tor the board on new program review should be /indicate the most appropriate 
statement) : 

a. lo give the board stronger authority tor tinal dec isions to allow or 

(Jisallow establishment oi new programs. I — I 

b. [o limit the board's authority to review and comment, leaving final decisions 

at the msiitutional level. I— J 
( . To hmil the board's review lo new programs of exlraordinarv cost or limited 

demand or need- ' — ' 

d. lo c onlmue present policies. ^ 

e. Other j—j 

5, Comments on this topic: 



1/ 



Topic 12 

Board Review of Existing educational Programs 



1. 1 lu' i)(><H(l sfmuld scit^ t ting ('(lu( tUional programs to Ix' rcvii'wcd in Mic toliou iri^ uavs (^ hi'( k as nianv 
as af)[)r()f)riat(*i : 

a. Hv Kk'ntitv iri^ [)r()t;ranis v\ it[i (!('( lining tuirollnuMils. LI] 

i). (U idcnlitv ifii; areas ot af)f)ar(*nt [)ro^ratP (luf)li( ation. [U 

( . H\ rcvicu ot a// programs on a f)rf(^(»lortiiin('(i (vclc [Z] 

(1. idrntitvin^ f)r()gratTis ot f)0()r c|ualilv (fiowevcr lh(^ l)oard tnav ( hoosc* to 

make ifiis diMitiitioti ) . ED 

c. fU sLJggcstiotTs trotn s(al(» tis( al a^ctncit^s, ihe legislature or the ^ovcrtior. [U 
I. IK (x't f t;f<)up ludgtiietit (cv^-, l)v an af)poitTlod patnel ot accidiMiiic deans). Q 

U. OtlUT 

n 

2. V\fii(h ot (he tollovN.ti^ slateDienls shoukl gov(»rn the lon^-run policv ot the board on review c)t existing 
[)rot;ratns : 

a. Ihe hoard's aulhoritv should i)e lifniled to review and comtnnt^nt, leaving final 
decisions at the institutional k*vel. 

I), it this tufK t'lon is to have real tneaning. the board must have c lear authority lo 

c]is( ontinue ()r()grat'ns it decides cannot or should not be supported. EH 

c . The boarcj should have no obligation to review existing programs. 

d. I he* board should put more emphasis on review ot existing programs and 

should rt»vit»w them more rigorously. C] 

e. The board's activity should be limited to making sure that the institutions are 

reviewing their own programs adequately and frequently. ED 

t. The* board should c ontinue its present policies. □ 
g. other 

□ 

3. Comments on this topic : 
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